Several recent studies have demonstrated that some native speakers do not fully master some fairly basic grammatical constructions of their language, thus challenging the widely-held assumption that all native speakers converge on the same grammar. This study investigates the extent of individual differences in adult native speakers' knowledge of a range of constructions as well as vocabulary size and collocational knowledge, and explores the relationship between these three aspects of linguistic knowledge and four nonlinguistic predictors: nonverbal IQ, language aptitude, print exposure and education. Individual differences in grammatical attainment were comparable to those observed for vocabulary and collocations; furthermore, performance on tests assessing speakers' knowledge of these three aspects of language was correlated (rs from 0.38 to 0.57). Two of the nonlinguistic measures, print exposure and education, were found to contribute to variance in all three language tests, albeit to different extents. In addition, nonverbal IQ was found to be relevant for grammar and vocabulary, and language aptitude for grammar. These findings are broadly compatible with usage-based models of language and problematic for modular theories.
Introduction
It is a widely held assumption in linguistics -almost an article of faith -that all native speakers converge on (more or less) the same grammar (see, for example, Bley-Vroman, 2009: 179; Chomsky, 1965 Chomsky, , p. 11, 1975 Crain & Lillo-Martin, 1999, p. 9; Crain, Thornton, & Murasugi, 2009, p. 124; Herschensohn, 2009, p. 264; Lidz & Williams, 2009, p. 177; Montrul, 2008, p. 4; Nowak, Komarova, & Niyogi, 2001, p. 114; Seidenberg, 1997 Seidenberg, , p. 1600 Smith, 1999, p. 41) . Along with poverty of the stimulus, this presumed fact is one of the most powerful arguments for an innate language faculty (cf. Chomsky, 1975 (cf. Chomsky, , p. 11, 1999 Crain et al., 2009, p. 124; Lidz & Williams, 2009, p. 177) . There is growing evidence, however, that this assumption is unfounded: a number of studies have demonstrated considerable individual differences in adult native speakers' knowledge of various aspects of the grammar of their language, including complex syntactic structures involving subordination (Chipere, 2001; Chipere, 2003; Dąbrowska, 1997; Dąbrowska, 2013; Street 2010; Street 2017) , some simpler constructions such as passives and quantified noun phrases (Dąbrowska & Street, 2006; Street, 2010; Street & Dąbrowska, 2010; Street & Dąbrowska, 2014) , and some aspects of inflectional morphology (Dąbrowska, 2008; Indefrey & Goebel, 1993) ; for recent reviews, see Dąbrowska (2012 Dąbrowska ( , 2015 , Hulstijn (2015) , and Kidd, Donnelly, and Christiansen (2017). The existence of individual differences in native speakers' grammatical competence has important implications for the language sciences in that it undermines the convergence argument for UG and provides indirect support for usage-based (UB) theories of language, which are fully compatible with such differences. Furthermore, the study of IDs in language acquisition and ultimate attainment offers opportunities for testing and refining UB models of acquisition, in that it allows us to examine the relationship between properties of the input and learner characteristics on the one hand, and linguistic outcomes on the other.
Many, although not all, of the individual differences in ultimate attainment observed in earlier studies are education-related. All of the studies that demonstrated the existence of education-related differences compared two groups of participants: a control group of high academic attainment (HAA) participants -often postgraduate students -and a low academic attainment group (LAA) -typically people who left school as soon as it was legally possible and who work in relatively lowskill jobs (cleaners, factory workers, supermarket shelf-stackers, etc.). Most of these studies found a characteristic pattern: while the HAA participants performed at or close to ceiling, the LAA group showed considerable variation, with some participants at ceiling, some at chance (or even below chance), and the majority somewhere in between. The studies employed a number of control conditions to ensure that the observed differences could not be explained by appealing to linguistically irrelevant factors such as attention, cooperativeness, or
